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unhesitating in their opinion that the City was under no obliga-
tion to give warrants on demand. If it did give them it would
likewise be under no obligation to pay them unless the coal
dues provided sufficient funds for this to be done. The longer
opinion1 added that the City could pay all other persons^and
interests mentioned in the Acts before giving satisfaction for
the quay, and that it was obviously reasonable for this course to
be taken. The general interest was the restoration of the city
and its commerce. This should receive preference, and, until
the restoration had been completed, private interests should be
left on one side. In addition, since only the free flow of trade
could show whether owners of the quay had lost by the restric-
tions laid upon their land, compensation could not be properly
assessed until the city had returned to normal.
This advice was a thorough justification of the course which
in all prudence the City had been almost bound to take. In
the circumstances it was also a death blow for the quay, and
counsel's concluding advice might well be set out for its
obituary. 'Perhaps,' he wrote,2 'it may be best to let those that
are Interested to know that there is not money att present,
doubtfull whether ever there will be, if hereafter there shall be,
they shall then be taken care of, or if a parliam*, that the Citty
will Joyne to procure an Act that may give full satisfaction, per-
haps such an Answer may give content, if not tis what can be/
The answer can hardly have given content, but it was all that
the unfortunate claimants received.3 As the City had antici-
pated, the coal duty produced no surplus, and there was no
other fund upon which drafts could be made. Yet the quay
lingered on as a negative factor long after it had been made
clear that no compensation would be forthcoming, and long
after its original purposes had ceased to be even remotely
possible. The prohibition of buildings survived the abandon-
ment of all thoughts of wharfing out, and, if the maps may be
1 Treby's, ff. 298 et seq.
2 PoUexfen's, f. 29 7 v.
5 C.L,C. Journal, 1678-82, p. i76v. At least one of the chief claimants, Sir Henry
Ttilse, was a member of the Lands Committee.
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